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Robert Scott 

Linda Casoria-Scott 

1 796 Augusta Drive West 

Mobile M 36695 

251v639^807 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



Robert Scott, 
Linda Casoria-Scott 



Case No. l:«5-cv^2043 (ESH) 



Plaintiff(s), 



V. 



United States 



Defendant 



MOTION FOR SANCTIONS UND^R FED.R.CIV.P. 11(b) AND FOR REFERRAL TO 

THE BAR DISCUPINARY COMMITTEEE 

I 
(NTROmiCTION 

1 Ptaintiff hereby alleges that cjefendaoi's MOTION TO DISMISS is brought for 
improper purposes of delay, is unwarranted by existing law, and Is frivolous, tadcing 
any good faith argument for an extension, modification or reversal of existing law. 
The Court shall take judicial notice of the attachment included with the Motion to 
Dismiss. 

2. Counsers Motton to Dismiss illustrates Counsers misreading, misunderstanding, 
mJscharacterizatton and misrepresentation of f^cts before the Court, To the extent 

^ 

that Counsel's misreading, misunderstanding, mischaracterization and 
misrepresentation may be due to Inarticutate pleading on the part of Plaintiff (s). 



Rob^ Scott V. United States, 
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Ptalntiff(s) respectftjHy sought leave to atmend the Comptatnt. (See: Motion to 
Amend, filed concurf ently* and Amended Comptaint, lodged therewith) 

3. Counsel seeks dismissal on the basis of non-existent grounds, and the supporting 
docirments attad^ed ttiereto are designed to peipetrate a fraud upon the Court 

H 
MOTIQN^S "EXHAUSTION" GROUNDS MISREPRESENT LAW 

4. Counsel knows, or should Know, that exhaustion of admmisfraiive remedies, first 
Imposed in the 1988 Taxpayer Bili of R^hts as a jurisdictionaf pre-requlsite, was 
removed by the Taxpayer BHl of Rights II in 1996. Although exhaustion was 
reinstated in Public Law 105-206, the IRS Restruotur4ng ^nd Reform .^ct (rf 1996, 
it was reinstated solely with respect to award of judgment - not jurisdiidion. 

6. Counsel's attempt to avoid subject matter jurisdiction by mlsrepr^jsenfing the 
'*exhaustion" requirement is unwarranted by existing law, and fails to present a 
good faith basis for extension, modification or reversal of existing iav/. The Court 
has subject ma ttesr Jurisdiction of suits brought under I ntemal Revenue Code secfion 
7433, and may make findings pf fact as to exhaustion for purposes of a later award- 
Sanctions under Fed.R.CivP 11(b) should be imposed, 

6. Counsel's attempt to avoid subject matter jurisdiction by misrepresenting the 
"exhaustion" requirement potentially violates District Shies Rule 3- 1 Meritorious 
Claims and Contentions- The Rule prohibits attorneys from raising frivolous, bad 
faith issues: 



A lawyer shall not bring or defend a proceeding, or assert pr controvert an 
issue therein, unless there is a basis in law ansd fact for doing sjq that is not 






^*• 
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or reversaf of existing law, 

7, The Committee comments to E,R. 3,1 explain: 

[1] The Bct^ocatB ha$ a duty to use legal procedure for the fullest benefit of 
the dient's cause, feut also a duty not to Bbu^ legaf pmcedure. The law, 
both procedural and substantive, establishes the limits within which an 
advocate may proceed, 

12] *** What is required of lawyers, however, is that they inform themselves 
about the facts of their clients' oases and the applicable law and determitte 
that they can make good faith arguments in supportof their dientsVpositions. 
*** The adLion is fnvolous, however, Jf the lawyer is unable eitN^r to make a 
good faith argument on the merits of the action taken or to support the action 
taken by a good faith argument for an extension, modification or reversal of 
existing la>/v, 

8. Counsel's attempt to avoid subject matter jurisdiction by misrepresenting the 
"exhaustion'* requirement dearly shows that ODunsei failed the obligations of E.R, 
3.1, as interpreted by the Committee comments. 



9, Counsel's attempt to avoid subiect matter Jurisdiction by misrepresenttnQ the 

"exhaustion*' r^uirement violates Ethical Rule 3.3 Candor Toward the Tribunal. 

The Rule is crystal dear: 

(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly: 

(1 ) make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to cc^rrect a false 

stat^nent of material fact or law previously made to the tribfunai by the 

lawyer; 

(2^ fail to dl^^t^e to ttie tribunaJ legal mjtiioritym the controlling jurisdiction 

known to the lawyer to be directly adverse to the position of the client and 

not diSd05jed by opposing counsel; or 

(3) offer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. If a lawyer, the lawyer's 

di^t or a witness called by the lawyer, has offered material evidence and 

the lawyer comes to know of its falsi ty» the lawyer shall take reasonable 

remedial measures^ Including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunaK A 

lav^^er may refijse to offer evidence, other than the testimony of a defendant 

in a criminal matter, that the lawyer reasonably believes is false. 



(b) A lawyer who represents a client in an adjudicative proceeding and who 
kno¥i^ that a pemon intends to engage. Is engaging or has engaged ifi 
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criminal or frau^tjlertt conduct related to the proceeding shall take 
reasonable remedial measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to the 

tribunal. 
10- Cpunsers attempt to avoid subject matter Jurisdiction by misrepresenting the 
"exhaustion" requirement cie^rty shows that Counsel failed the obligations of E.R, 
3.3, as interpreted by the Committee comments. 

in 

MOTiON^S ATTACHMENT tLLUSTRATES FUTIUTY OF BIRTHSR ''EXHAUSTION^' 

.. \ , ---, — -: - ^ - ■ ::-••"• • • ' -' •• •- •. ■--^--- ■"'-■ 1 -^ - • • ■ I ; • • • ■ • .- .v. ""'".. ' — ■ " ■ ' I -' ■ ■ " -,. ■ ■■ ■■ ^ ■ I r 

ATTEMPTS; ATTACHMENT IS FALSE EVIDENCE 

1 1 , Counsel attached to the Motion to Dismiss a document that purports to be Treasury 
Regulation 301 -7433-1 . The Court shall take judicial notice of that attachment. 
Counsers attachment appears to require the filing of a claim, through the office of 
the ^'District Director.'* 

1 2, Counsel knows, or should know, that the administrative remedy to which he alludes 
is no longer possible, IRS abolished the office of District Director; it iu impossible 

■ 

to exhaust a remedy by filing a claim with an office which no longer existe, 

13, Counsel's ill-conceived attempt to utilize false evidence violates Ethical Rule 3.4 

Fairness to Opposing Party and Counsel 

A lawyer shall not: 

(a) unlawfully obstruct another party -s access to evidence or unlawfully alter, 
destroy or conceal a document or ottier material having potential evidentiary 
value. A lawyer shall not counsel or assist another person to do any such 
act; 

(h) falsify evidence, counsel or assist a witness to testify falsely, or offer an 
inducement to a witness that is prohibited by law; 
(c) knowingly disobey an obligation under the rules of a tribunal except for an 

on m) assertion that no 









W *Jc 9f X tC 



(e) in trial, allude to any matter that the lawyer does not reasonably believe 

Robert Scott V . United States. page 4 of 6 pages Motion for Sanctioa and Discipiisaiy Referral 



Case 1 :05-cv-02043-ESH Document 1 2 Filed 02/1 7/2006 Page 5 of 1 5 




is relevant or that will not be supported by admi^sibte evidence, assert 
personal knowledge of facts in issue except wtien testifying as a witness, or 
state a pemonal opinion as to the justness of a cause, the credibility of a 
wittiess, the culpability of a civil Htigant or the guitt or Innocence of an 

;cjr 
(Omitted) 

14. Counssrs Motion to Dismiss !s intended to concie^af the fact that tRS has not and 
cannxrf produce a property executed Sinmma5r record of assessment- This fntent 
is inferred by the fact that Counsel knows, or should know, that his/her cflent has 
admitted^ in other actions, a pgttem of failure to property execute summary record(s) 
of assessment, to wit: 

A, fn March v. Internal Revenue Service (10th Glr.) 02-2087, decided 
02/25/2003, McKay, Circuit Judge, observed: 

"fflhe IRS concedes that "when the Debtors argue that the 23C Fonns 
were never produced, it is because they probably do not physically 
exist." Apia, Br, at 15 n.2. In other words, the IRS gets the benefit of 
a presumption that they admit is likely false." 

15. By seeking dismissal on the basis of misreading, misui 
mischaracterization, and mIsrepresentaJlon, Counsel assists his/her client in 
concealing evidence. By attaehing an obsolete regulation, Counsel has falsified 
evidence, or assisted his/her client in falsification. 

16. CounseJ*s fiBng constitutes Ethical Rule 8 A Misconduct: 

It is professional nrrtsconduct for a lawyer to: 

(a) violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct knowingly 
assist or induce another to do so, or do so through the a<?ts of another; 

(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the }awj^er*s honesty, 
trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer In other respects; 










(d) engage in conduct that is prejudic^arto the adminisfrafion of justice; 

(e) state or imply an ability to inftuence improperly a government agency or 
offidal or to adiieve results by means that violate the Rules of Professional 
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Conduct or other law; or 

knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation of 
appiicabte rules of judicial conduct or other law. 




17. Gounse} wa$, as are all applicants to the BAR, required to sign an oath, pursuant 
to Title 28 United States Code, Appendix, Rules of the Supreme Court, PART IL 

I 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 



Rule 5. 

4. Each applicant shall sign the following oath or affirmation: 
1, ..„.,.,„..„., do sGlemniy swear (or affimi) that as an attorney and as a 
counselor of this Court, I will conduct myself uprightly and according to law, 
and that I will support the Constitution of the United States. 



1 8 . Counsel has breached that oath . 

WHEREFORE, Pllajnttff{s) request(s) the Court impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 



11(b), and refer Counsel to the Disciplinary Committee^. 



Dated: 




2006 



Robert Scott 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 



I certify that I have served a copy of the. forgoing and a copy of the amended 
complaint on defeni^ant's attorney at his/her address of record 

Dated (J^e)^^^^'^ '"^^ \^ ,200^ 
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IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Robert Scott, 

Unda Casona-Scott Case No. l:05-cv-^2843 (ESS) 

1 796 Augusta Drive West, 
251-639-0807 

Plaintiff{s), 

V. 



Untted States 



Defendant. 



OBJECTION TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION 
TO D^MI^ AMENDED COMFLArNT 

I 
INTRODUCTION 



1. Plaintiff fiereby alleges thai defendant's MOTION TO DISMISS AMENDED 
COMPtAtNTisr Brought for fmproperpurposes of detayj is^unwaniant&c^by existing 
law, and is frivolous, lacking any good faith argument for an extensioWj tnodification 
or reversal of existing faw. The Court shall taKe judicial notice of the attachment 
Included with the Motion to Dismiss Amended Complaint 

2. Counsers Motion to Dismiss Amended Complaint illustrates Counsel's misreading , 
misunderstanding, mtscharacterization and misrepresentation of facts before the 
Court. ^ 

3. Counsel seeks dismissal on the basis of non-existent grounds, and the supporting 
documents attadhed thereto are designed to perpetrate a fraud upon the Court. 
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It 

MOTION'S "EXHAUSTION^* GROUNDS MtSREPRESENT LA\fl|t 

1 h I I j ■■■ I IHI I , P P^l ,P 1^ II IIM^*— ^^^^p^^B^^^^^ii^—^^^^^M^^pBM^^M^^*^ II I ■■ ■ H ■ ■ ^ I I t H rt . > !■ W H |l I P"l^ 1^^^ ^ ■ PBBBWM— ^M^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^P 

4, Counsel knows, or should know, that exhaustion of administrative remedies, first 
imposed In the 1988 Taxpayer Bill of Rights as a jurisdictional pre-requisite, was 
removed by the Taxpayer Bill of Rights II in 1996. Although exhaustion was 
reinstated, in PubHo Law 105-206, the IRS RestriKto^ing and Reform Act of 1998^ 
it was reinstated solely witti respect to award of judgment - not jurisdiction. 

5, GounseFs attempt to avoid subject matter jurisdiction by misrepresenting the 
"exhaustion" requirement is unwarranted by existing law, and fails to present a 
good faith basis for extension, modification or reversal of existing law. The Court 
has subject matter jurisdiction of suits brought under Internal Revenue Code section 
7433, andfnay make findings of fedras to exhaustion for p&rposes of a later award. 
Sanctions under Fed.R.CivP 1 1(b) should be imposed. 

6, Counsers attempt to avofd subject matter jurisdiction by misrepresenting the 

"exhaustion" requirement potentially violates District Ethics Rule 3>1 Meritorious 

Claims and Contentions, The Rule prohibits attorneys from raising frivolous, bad 

faith issues: 

A lawyer shall not bring or defend; a proceeding, or assert or controvert an 
issue therein, unless there is a basis in law and fact for doing so that is not 

lilh argument for an 
or reversal of existing law. 

7, The Committee comments to E.R. 3.1 explain; 

[1] The advocate has a duty to use legal procedure for the fullest benefit of 
the client's cause, but also a duty not to abuse legal procedure ^ The law, 
both procedural and substentive, establishes the Hmits within whidi an 
advocate iinay proceed. 

Robert Scott v. United States* P^&^s 2 of 7 pages Motion for Sanction and Diseiplinaiy Refertal 








■■■■ - -l^^^^w.^*w w.^.^■.^^ iY^e^^;^J^MMfA^^^I■■*ri,-^^H^^-*ft^L^J^^^ fr/j^l ff J 



r iT fcrt — rti" •'ftfi' M IT" -\it Ttn 



... ■■;-^^vJv-i«<. ^^r^^^i-iJr ■.^j^Ji^.-^y^-^fA^^ >^T...<.-^.,^».^.>-.«T,»ih^.^^^^»^,.ag.. n-^-H J Vm^ ^ — ^■.^^■J-±,l^^■ — -,L.j,^.cJ.PA-.,J^-jt*i.^^.^ -t:.^. 



,:,-:-^ji-^^^^ ■^^4i,<.,^H^>lT^-^^>^.^^r..^^-,r^^.v;^^ >J^i^a*^^j;iij^itoai^t^*ia;»flifc:^ A-^>r^itoi^.^ryM=^jialr^^Jjy tvrt^^ 



Case 1 :05-cv-02043-ESH Document 1 2 Filed 02/1 7/2006 Page 9 of 1 5 



8. 



9. 



s . 




lfc*5fr 



What is required of lawyers, howevetlis that theyinkfrmthewselve^ 
about the facts of their cllerits* cases and th^ apfyficabte law and determine 
that they can make good faith arguments in support of their clients' positions. 
*** Th€s action is frivolous, however, if the lai/vyer is unabie eithesr to make a 
goptflBtth argument on the merits of the ad:i0n taken or to support the action 
taken by a good faith argument for an extension, modification or reversal of 
existing law. 

Counsel's attempt to avoid siBject maTter^urisdictioh l)y misrepresenting the 

•'exhaustion" requirement clearly shows that Counsel failed the obligations of E-R, 

3.1> as interpreted by the Committee comments, 

Counsers attempt to avoid subject matter juriscliction by misrepresenting' the 

''exhaustion" requirement violates Ethical Rule $4 Candor Toward the Tribunal 

The Rule is crystal dear: 



iy made to the tribunal by the 




!re/?f anti 



(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly: 

(1 ) make a false statement of fecf or /aw to ^; tribunal pi:fcH^^cofl^ false 

statement of material fact or law previous 

lawyer; 

glfail to disclose to the tribunal legal authority \n the controlling jurisdiction 

knawn to tiieiamyer &te dimciiy Bds/erse\ 

not disclosed by opposing counsel; or 

(3) offer e\idence that the lawyer knows to Jie faJ^e^Jf a lawyer, the lawyer's 

client, or a witness called by the lawyer, hasi offered material evidence and 

the lawyer comes to know of ite falsity, iYv^ lawyer shall take reasonable 

remedial measures, including, If necessarj^, disclosure to the tribunal. A 

a 
in a criminal matter, that the lawyer reasonably believes is false. 







(b) A lav^^er who represents a client in an a(^udicatl3if§4>£OCe6(fing and who 
knows that a person intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged In 
criminal or fraudulent conduct related to the proceeding shall take 
reasonable remedial measures, induding, ^ necessary, disclosure to the 




10. Counsel's attempt to avoid subject matter jurisdfction by misrepresenting the 



"exhaustion" reqyireme^tHdearJy shows that Coun 
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3:3, as Interpreted By the Coniftilttee corriments. 



Ifl 



^ - .■ I- ^: 



«/ICto«rS ATTACHMENT ILLUSTRATES FUTILITY # FURTHER "EXHAUSTION 



11 
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ATTEMPTS; ATTACHMENT IS FALSE EVIDENCE 

.- - ■* -- ^ ■ ' '■ • \ — • r . ' ■ " ' " " ' 

! 

1 1 . Counsel attached to the Motion to Dismi$s Amenjded Connplaint a document that 
purports to be Treasury Regufatfon 30 1 .7433- 1 , The Court shall take judicial notice 

i 

of that attachment 

Counsel's attachment appears to require the filing of a claim, through the office of 

the "District Director;* 

12. Counsel knows^ or should know, thgt the administrative remedy to which he/she 
alludes is no longer possible. IRS abolished the office of District Director; it is 
impossible to exhaust a remedy by filing a dainr^ with Bn office which no longer 

exists. 

13. Counsel's ill-conceived attempt to utilize false evidence violates Ethical Rule 3.4 



1 



Fairness to Opposing Party and Counsel 



A lawyer shall not: 

(a) unlawfully obstruct anotheo^f rly^ access to, evidence^)^^^ 

destroy or conceal adocument or other maierial having potential evidentiary 

value. A lawyer shall not counsel or assls^ another person to do any such 

act; 

<©||aisMy eis^d^^ic^ c^^ or assist a wither to 

inducement to a witness that is prohibited by law; 

(c) knowihgjy disot^ey anjpbljgatlpn under the njles^rfraisburtat^^^ for an 

open refusal based qn an assertion that no valid obligation exists; 




, or 




an 



***** 



(e) in trial, allude to any matter that the lawyer does not reasonably believe 
is relevspt^w^ttal Mill^n^^ foy^ admissibte ewlence, assert 

personal knowledge of facts in issue except when testifying as a witness, or 
jstate a personal opinion _as to -the justness £^f a cause^ 4he .cpedlbillty of a 
witness, tine culpability of a dvSI litigant or the guilt or Innocence of an 
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accused; or 
(Omitted) 

14. Counsers Motion to Dismiss Amended Complaint is intended to cohceetl the fact 

that IRS has not and cannot produce a pToperiy executed summai^ record of 

assessment. This intent i? inferred by the fact that Counsel knows, or should l<now, 

that his/her client has admitted; In other actions, a pattern of failure fo property 

execute summary record (s) of assessment, to wit: 

a; In March v. IhternalT^e venue "Service (10th "Cir} 02=2087. decided 

02/25/2003, Mc^ay, Circuit Judge, observed: 

"[T]he IRS concedes that %hen the Debtors argue that the 23C 
Forms were never produced, it is because they probably do not 
physieally exist/' Aple. Br. at 15 n.2. In other words, the IRS gets the 
"benefit of a presumplioh That they admit i; 




1 5. Two decisions of the 9th circuit court of appeals are pertinent in their teachings and 
applicability here. Huff v United States. 1 F3d 1440 (9th Ctr. 1 993) and Mutvania 
vU.S. 214 BR (9th Cir 1 997). Each of these 9th Gir decisions make it clear that in 
order to properly discharge his statutory obHgalion under "261130 6203 of the IRS 
Code and Sec, 301.6203-1 of the Treasury Regulations, the Gommjssioner must 
Issue to the requesting tax payer a summary record of assessment (fonn 23C) 
signed by a duly appointed assessment officer in order to properly validate ap 

•m 

assessment of a tax. 

Although plaintiff (s) has/have made demand upon the Commissioner these 
documents have not been issued to plaintiff (s). 

In addition ptaintjiff(s) would emphasize to the Court that the decision in Huff and 
' Mulvarria <s upra) also make it abimrtarrtly <^ear that when the-question of^TDroperiy 
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yalidatBct assessment of tax is raised by a taxpayer an important question of fact is 
presented to the court Which may not be cavalieriy brushed aside by way of a Rule 

motion to dismiss or by way of summaiy judgement Absent an 
assessment, NO TAX EXISTS. Rosenman v. Commissioner, 323 US 658 (1945) 




(a tax does not exist absent an assessment) 
16. By seel<rng dismissai on the basis of misreading, misunderstanding 
mischaracterization, and misrepresentation, Counsel assists his/her client in 
concealing evidence. By attaching an obsofete regufation, Gounsefhas falsified 
evidence, or assisted his/her client in falsification. By seeking to dismiss pursuant 
to Rule 12(b)(6) councB disregards an importent quest ipn of fact and seeics the 
benefit of a presumption that councirs client admits is likely false. 
1 77" Counsers frimg consflfut^ 

It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 

Xb) violate or attempt to vi<5laleThe"Kul es of Professional Cond uct, knowi ngly 

assist or induce another to do so, or do so through the acts of another; 

(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the Igiwyei^Svhonesty, 
trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; 

(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or 
misrepresentation; 

(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the admin is tratfon of justice; 

(e) state or imply an ability to influence improperly a governmeiat agency or 



r official or to achieve results by nf>eans that violate the Rules of Professional 



Conduct or other law; or 
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(f ) knowingly assist a judge or ju dicial officer in conduct that \s a violation of 

appticabJe aifes of judicial conduct of other law. 
18. Gounsej was, as are all applicants to the BAR, required to sign an oath, pursuant 
to Title 28 United States Code, Apj^endlx, Rules of the Supreme Court, PART II. 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 



Rule 5. 

4. Each applicant shall sign the following path or affirmation: 

1, ,„...., 4o solemnly $wear (or affirm) that as an attorney ami as a 

counselor of this Court, I will conduct myself uprightly and according to law, 
and that f m\\ support; the Constitution of the United States. 



1 B. Cou nsel has b reached th at oath. 

WHEREFORE, Plalntif (s> request{s) the Court strike/deny defendanlis' motion to 



dismiss and grant 




against defendant United 

Dated: 





,2006 



Robert Scott 



-.d 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 





oh 



Dated 



that I have served a copy of the forgoing frid,,a;-^^ of tl^ie,, amended 
defend anPs attorney atTiisTher address of record . 
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Linda Casoria-Scott 
1 796 Augusta Drive West 
Mobife Al 36695 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



Robert Scx>tt 
Linda Casoria-Scott 




Plaintiff(s), 



No, 1 :05.cv-02043 (ESH) 



V. 



United States 



Defendant. 



RESPONSE TO UNITED STATES' NOTICE OF RELATED CASES 
Plaintiff(s) responds to the United States' Notice of Related Cases. 
Plaintiff(s) have no idea what the defendant wishes either the p|aintiff(s3 or the court 
to do with defendants' Notice of related cases. Said pleading does not ask for a response 
from the plaintlff(s) nor does it request a response from the court, nor does it present any 
cognizable issue that is relevant to any matter raised in plaintiff ('s)(s') complaint. 

The record shows tliat plain tiff(s) liave no related cases In this Court or any other 
United States court. Plaintiff(s) have/has no knowledge of the cases listed in defendant's 
Notice of Related Cases. P{aintiff(s) have/has not been served copies of the listed cases, 
nor have/has plaintiff (s) read the listed cases. Plaintiff(s) have/has no knowledge as to 



Robert Scott, 1 :05-cv-02043 (ESH) 
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Plaintif (s)' Oppositlon/Objiection to Notice of 

Related Cases 
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iniiff(s) arte in 




listed cases. To the Bxtent tw;at ihe lis^ cases a Itege facts 



sinylar to the facts aiieged m p]aiatjff(sy complaint the listed cases are sufficient to 
establish a pattern of unlawful activity on the part of the JRS. 

Wherefore, plairrtiff(s) request(s) the court to regard defendants' notice as an 
admission of a pattern erf unlawful activity, in violation of 1 8 U,SX- §1 964(a) - racketeering, 
by the IRS, and take judicial notice that the aforementioned Notice of Related Cases \s 
evidence that others are also complaining that the iRS is engaging in similar pattern of 



unlawful activity 




, 2006 



Robert Scott 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 



I certify that t have served a copy of the foregoing on Defendants* Counsel at his 
address of record. 

Dated ^ W^ ^'TT ~y^. , 2006 




Robert Scott 
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PIaintiff{sy Opposltton/Objection to Notice of 

ReJated Cases 



